INTRODUCTION
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Thick, sandy surface layers are distinctive features of many soils on the Coastal Plain of North Carolina. These surficial sands are so widespread and so thick in places (often more than 6 feet) that some geologists have considered them to be a separate stratigraphic unit from the finer textured material below (Clark, 1912; Conley, 1962) . However, a recent study (Gamble et aI., 1970) has provided strong evidence that these thick surface sands are A2 horizons.
While mapping soils on the middle Coastal Plain, one sees extreme variations in the thickness of surface sands with changes in such factors as topographic position, nature of parent material, and drainage. If, as the preponderance of evidence indicates, these surface sands are eluvial A2 horizons, then one is actually observing extreme variation in clay translocation as he traverses the landscape. Working in such an area, it is only natural to become interested in the process of clay translocation. Such interest led me to try to accumulate enough evidence to form a valid concept of how clay is mobilized in the soil.
LITERATURE REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
Because most soil scientists believe that clay translocation is important in soil genesis, they have spent a lot of time trying to determine just how it occurs. As a result, certain recurring characteristics of the phenomenon have been observed over the years. McCaleb (1959) determined that clay movement from the A horizon into the B in red-yellow podzolic soils of North Carolina is largely a physical process. He thought that fluctuating moisture levels were responsible for both the movement and oriented redeposition of clay particles.
Similar relationships were observed in other areas. Thorpe et al. (1959) , studying Miami silt loam, noted that clay was brought into suspension by percolating water as individual particles. These suspended particles were redeposited where downward movement of water ceased. They noted that clay movement decreased as the soil became wet, as indicated by reduced turbidity of the percolating water. This suggested that moisture already present in the soil somehow inhibited clay mobilization by water moving through the profile. Studies in Wisconsin (Buol & Hole, 1959; 1961) and in North Carolina (Khalifa & Buol, 1968) indicated that
